REMARKS 

Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and allowance of the 
subject application in view of the following remarks. Claims 1-14 and 51 are 
pending in the application, with claims 1 and 5 1 as being independent. 

Telephone Conversation 

Applicant appreciates the Exarniner's participation in a brief telephone 
conversation of November 6, 2007. Applicant wishes to thank the Examiner for 
his time and consideration and to contact the Applicant before issuing a 
subsequent office action. 

Claim Rejections 35 U.S.C. §102 

A. Claims 1-14 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(e) as being 
allegedly anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 5,969,587 ("Combas"). Applicant 
respectfully traverses this rejection. Anticipation under §102 requires that each 
and every element as set fourth in the claim is found, either expressly or inherently 
described, in a single prior art reference (MPEP §2131). 

Independent claim 1 recites: 

An electric apparatus having distinct electric 
terminals, comprising: 

an input power terminal of electrically 
insulating material, including: 

a base of electric insulating material having a 
first electric terminal base portion and a second 
electric terminal base portion spaced from said first 
electric terminal base portion; and 
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a barrier wall of insulating material on said base 
between said first and second electric terminal base 
portions. 



Applicant respectfully submits Combas fails to disclose such an apparatus. 

Combas Fails to Disclose Features 

Combas describes a "casing 1 1 comprises a base 22 which forms a box 
body" (Column 3, lines 16-17 and Fig. 3). Combas does not teach these structures 
as being made from electrically insulating material. The casing in Combas also 
has "two substantially parallel lateral faces 18 perpendicular to the rear face 17 
and a front face 19" (Column 3, lines 6-8 and Fig. 3) and "a projecting part 20 in 
its middle portion" (Column 3, lines 9-10 and Fig.3). 

Applicant respectfully asserts that a box body with a base is not "an input 
power terminal," and that the evidence does not disclose either casing 1 1 or base 
22 as being made from "electrically insulating material," as recited in claim 1. 
Furthermore, lateral faces 18 and front face 19 are sides of a box body and not "a 
first electric terminal base portion and a second electric terminal base portion," as 
recited in claim 1. Additionally, Combas does not teach making projecting part 20 
"of insulating material," neither does it teach locating projecting part 20 between 
"said first and second electric terminal base portions" nor functioning as a 
"barrier wall," as in claim 1. Even with respect to structures 18 and 19 of Combas 
(which are faces and not electric terminals), structures 18 and 19 are shown as 
located on the same side of projecting part 20 and not "between," as recited in 
claim 1 (see Combas Fig. 1). 
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Therefore, Combas fails to disclose each and every element of claim 1. 
Consequently, Applicant respectfully submits that claim 1 is not anticipated by 
Combas and requests that the § 102 rejection be withdrawn. 

Dependent claim 2 depends from claim 1, dependent claim 3 depends 
from claim 2, and thus both are allowable as depending from an allowable base 
claim. These claims are also allowable for their own recited features that, in 
combination with those recited in claim 1 , are not disclosed by Combas. 

For example, even assuming for the sake of argument that the "notch 21" of 
Combas (Column 3, line 12) is similar to the "groove" recited in Applicant's 
claims 2 and 3, the Office's identification of faces 18 and 19 as alleged electric 
terminal base portions is respectfully disputed as with claim 1. Thus, Combas 
fails to disclose any structure, groove, notch, or otherwise "between said first and 
second electric tenninal base portions," as recited in claim 2. 

Dependent claim 4 depends from claim 1 and thus is allowable as 
depending from an allowable base claim. Specifically, as asserted above, structure 
20 of Combas is not a "barrier wall" and Combas does not describe making the 
barrier wall of "electric insulating material," as recited in claim 4. 

Dependent claim 5 depends from claim 1 and thus is allowable as 
depending from an allowable base claim. This claim is also allowable for its own 
recited features that, in combination with those recited in claim 1, are not 
disclosed by Combas. Specifically, structure 20 of Combas is "a projecting part 
20" (Column 3, line 9) on "a front face 19 (Column 3, line 8) and not a structure 
which "rises from a portion of said base," as recited in claim 5. 

Dependent claim 6 depends from claim 1 and thus is allowable as 
depending from an allowable base claim. This claim is also allowable for its own 
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recited features that, in combination with those recited in claim 1, are not 
disclosed by Combas. Specifically, claim 6 recites "first and second electric 
terminal base portions have spaced bores about axes extending in parallel to said 
barrier wall." The Office fails to identify in Combas any alleged corresponding 
structures in the Office Action. 

Dependent claim 7 depends from claim 1 and thus is allowable as 
depending from an allowable base claim. This claim is also allowable for its own 
recited features that, in combination with those recited in claim 1, are not 
disclosed by Combas. Specifically, Combas describes output terminal 27 to one 
side of the alleged barrier wall 20 (Fig. 3). Even assuming that the "output 
terminal 27" (Column 3, line 37) of Combas is similar to the "electric terminal" 
recited in claim 7, and further assuming that the "projecting part 20" (Column 3, 
line 9) is similar to the barrier wall, Combas fails to disclose "a first electric 
terminal on said first electric terminal base portion at a first side of said barrier 
wall; and a separate second electric terrninal on said second electric terminal base 
portion at an opposite second side of said barrier wall," as recited in claim 7 
(emphasis added). 

Dependent claims 8 and 9 depend from claim 1 and thus are allowable as 
depending from an allowable base claim. These claims are also allowable for their 
own recited features that, in combination with those recited in claim 1, are not 
disclosed by Combas. Specifically, the Office fails to identify any structure in 
Combas allegedly corresponding to "a second electric terminal " as recited in 
claims 8 and 9. 

Dependent claim 10 depends from claim 1 and thus is allowable as 
depending from an allowable base claim. This claim is also allowable for its own 
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recited features that, in combination with those recited in claim 1, are not 
disclosed by Combas. Specifically, Applicant's specification recites: 

Page 8, lines 10-14 

one-piece removable terminal cover 44 may extend 
across the apparatus shown in Fig. 1 from beyond the 
power terminal block 15 to beyond the power terminal 
block 20, being fastened to the top of each input power 
terminal 1 5 and 20 by fasteners. ... In this or any other 
manner within the scope of the invention, each input 
power terminal 15 and 20 serve as a standoff for the 
removable cover 44. 

The Office fails to identify how the "said barrier wall (20) is a standoff structure" 
as defined in the specification and figures of the application (Office Action, page 
4). 

Dependent claim 11 depends from claim 1 and thus is allowable as 
depending from an allowable base claim. This claim is also allowable for its own 
recited features that, in combination with those recited in claim 1, are not 
disclosed by Combas. Specifically, Combas describes "a front face 135" and a 
"protrusion 122" (Column 6, lines 9-10; Column 5, line 60; and Figs. 11-13). 
Applicant asserts that a front face is different from a fastener and that a protrusion 
is different from a barrier wall. Thus, Combas fails to disclose "a fastener 
accommodation on a top of said barrier wall," as recited in claim 1 1 . 

Dependent claim. 12 depends from claim 1 and thus is allowable as 
depending from an allowable base claim. This claim is also allowable for its own 
recited features that, in combination with those recited in claim 1, are not 
disclosed by Combas. Combas describes a structure in which "[t]he fuse-holder 
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1 14 [that has a front face 135] follows a curved path between its open and closed 
positions" (Column 6, lines 12-13). Specifically, Applicant asserts that "front face 
135" (Column 6, lines 9-10) is different from "a removable terminal cover " as 
recited in claim 12. Assuming for the sake of argument that the front face of 
Combas is similar to the terminal cover recited in claim 12, Combas fails to 
disclose removal of the front face. Thus, "a removable terminal cover" as recited 
in claim 12 is absent from Combas. 

Dependent claim 13 depends from claim 1 and thus is allowable as 
depending from an allowable base claim. This claim is also allowable for its own 
recited features that, in combination with those recited in claim 1, are not 
disclosed by Combas. Specifically, Combas fails to disclose a removable terminal 
cover for the reasons asserted previously. Rather, Combas describes "the guide 
means 138 include at least one groove 138R recessed into the fuse-holder 114" 
(Column 6, lines 17-19). However, Applicant asserts that the groove 138R is part 
of a guide means and not a "fastener (138R)" as stated by the Office (Office 
Action, page 4). Additionally, the Office fails to identify where Combas allegedly 
discloses a keyhole slot. Thus, Combas fails to disclose "a removable terminal 
cover on a top of said barrier wall; a terminal cover fastener on top of said barrier 
wall; and a keyhole slot for said fastener in said removable terminal cover," as 
recited in claim 13. 

Dependent claim 14 depends from claim 1 and thus is allowable as 
depending from an allowable base claim. This claim is also allowable for its own 



20 



llomiW UMMFOHM. WPI) 



recited features that, in combination with those recited in claim 1, are not 
disclosed by Combas. Specifically, structure 135 from Combas is neither 
removable nor a terminal cover for the reasons asserted previously. 

For all of the above reasons, Applicant respectfully asserts that Combas 
fails to disclose each and every element of dependent claims 2-14. Accordingly, 
Applicant requests that the § 102 rejections be withdrawn. 



B. Claim 51 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as being allegedly 
anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 5,426,406 ("Morris"). Applicant respectfully 
traverses this rejection. 



Independent claim 51 recites: 

In an electric apparatus having distinct electric 
terminals, the improvement comprising in 
combination: 

a standoff at said electric tenninals; 

a removable terminal cover on a top of said 
standoff, a terminal cover fastener on top of said 
standoff, and a keyhole slot for said fastener in said 
removable 

terminal cover. 



Morris describes a "molded plastic case 1 1 to which a molded plastic cover 
12 is attached" (Column 2, lines 19-20). The molded plastic cover of Morris is 
flush against the molded plastic case (Fig. 1). Morris also shows "thru-holes 25" 
shown as circular (Column 2, line 54 and Fig. 2). Applicant examines the 
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evidence and fails to find any disclosure of a standoff or a keyhole slot in Morris. 
The Office asserts that Morris discloses "a standoff (the protrusion portion (on 
top) of the circuit breaker 12) . . . and a keyhole slot (holes 25)" (Office Action, 
page 4). Applicant respectfully asserts that the protrusion on top of the circuit 
breaker in Morris is not a standoff as recited in claim 5 1 . Applicant also asserts 
that thru-holes of Morris do not disclose the keyhole slot of claim 51 (See Morris 
Fig. 2, element 25 and Applicant's Fig. 6, element 43). 

Therefore, Morris fails to disclose each and every element of claim 51. 
Consequently, Applicant respectfully submits that claim 51 is not anticipated by 
Morris and requests that the § 102 rejection be withdrawn. 

Conclusion 

All pending claims are in condition for allowance. Applicant respectfully 
requests reconsideration and prompt issuance of the present application. As 
discussed during the brief telephone conversation of November 6, 2007, the 
Examiner is requested to contact the undersigned representative before 
issuing a subsequent Action . 



Respectfully Submitted, 





Benjamin A. Keim 
Lee & Hayes, pile 
Reg. No. 59,217 

324-9256x248 
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